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Art Unit: 

Claims 2 and 18 have been cancelled. The active claims are 1,3-17 and 19-22. 
Claims 1, 3-17 and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Scope of claim 1 is not clear. The claim fails to recite ftinctional relationship betv^een the 
register file, the decoder and the functional unit. It is not clear how the register file and the 
fiinctinal unit are related to deriving register spedifier by the decoder. The fijnctional unit and the 
register file as recited are neither helping the decoder to derive specifier nor using the derived 

specifier. 
a 

In claim 4, there is no fijnctional relationship between the components of claim 4 and 
parent claim 1. The term "said" should be used if claim 4 fiarther limits the components of parent 
claim 1 . ^flieTcla^^ have similar defect. See the decoder in clajmr^^foT^ 

In claim 7, it is not clear how the recitation in lines 5-8 is related to control transfer. 
^ With respect to claim 19, it is not clear what is meant by "the register file generating two 
pointers". Note that a register file is for storing or outputting operands in response to register 
specifiers. A register file does not generate pointers. 

y Further with respect to claims 1,3-16, there is nothing recited in the claims to execute 
instructions in a manner as recited in dependent claims 3-16. 

Scope of limitation of the following is not clear: 
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L "the instmction in which a register specifier is implicitly derived" in line 5 of claim 1. Note that 
an instruction by itself can not derive anything. An instruction is nothing more than a command. 
2. "the processor is a Very Long Instruction Word" in claim 4. A processor is not a word. 



The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1, 3-17 and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tanenbaum (text book) in view of Fleck. 

Figure 3-17 of Tanenbaum shows numerous format that an instruction can have. Figure 3- 
16 shows an instruction having having 4 fields, namely, an opcode field and 3 address or operand 
fields. Each of the addres fields contains an address of an operand stored in a register or in a 
memory location. The opcode field contains an operation of any types to be performed on two of 
the operands and the result is stored in the third operand address. From Figure 3-16, it is clear 
that an instruction having fields containing operand addresses and opcodes is well known in the 
art. It is fiarther well known that opcodes can be of any type, for examples, combination of 
multiplication, division, substraction or addition on operands represented by integer, floating point 
of single or double precision (see section 3,3 ADDRESSING, page 79-80). 

The operand addresses shown in Figure 3-16 are explicit address. The drawing does not 
show deriving implicit address from explicit address. The technique is called "indexing" or 
"autoindexing" which is taught in section 3.3.5 INDEXING (page 84-85) of Tanenbaum. The 
section also discloses that indexing is used in IBM 370 and PDPl 1 . 
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Tanenbaum fails to show that IBM 370 or PDPl 1 or any computer having basic 
components such as register file, decoder and functional unit. However, Fleck taught that, as 
admited by applicants, register file, decoder and fianctional units are basic components of a 
computer. From the teaching of Tanenbaum and Fleck, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to implement indexing on a computer having register file, decoder and 
fianctional unit having any types of instruction sets. 

Claims 1, 3-17 and 19-22 are provisionally rejected under the judically created doctrine of 
obviousiness-type double patening as being unpatentable over claims 1-29 of copending 
Application No. 09/204,585 in view of Tanenbaum, The claims of 09/204,585 recites a plurality 
of fijnctional units, a decoder and a register. The claims do not state how addresses of register file 
are formulated. However, Figure 3-16 of Tanenbaum teaches how register addresses are implicitly 
derived fi-om explicit addresses. Since both references are directed toward addressing register file, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to formulate register addresses 
as taught by Tanenbaum so that address field in an instruction can be shorter. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 




DAVID Y. ENG 
PRIMARY FXAM»N»^t> 



